. That is, they seem to have "coerced" the complement into the right semantic type by embedding it in a plausible but unexpressed event (e.g., began the book is construed as began doing something to the book).
There is now a considerable body of research on the processing of expressions requiring complement coercion (see Pylkkänen & McElree, 2006 , for an overview).
Coerced sentences such as (3) have been compared to non-coerced control sentences such as (2) and (3), as well as to expressions such as (4):
The man read the book.
Different processing measures have shown that expressions such as (3) requiring complement coercion are more costly to interpret than controls, including self-paced reading and eye-tracking measures (Lapata, Keller, & Scheepers, 2003; McElree, Frisson, & Pickering, 2006a; McElree et al., 2001; Pickering, McElree, Frisson, Chin, & Traxler, in press; Traxler, McElree, Williams, & Pickering, 2005; Traxler, Pickering, & McElree, 2002) , magnetoencephalographic (MEG) patterns (Pylkkänen, Llinas, & McElree, in press) , and speed-accuracy trade-off measures (McElree, Pylkkänen, Pickering, & Traxler, 2006b ). For example, eye-tracking experiments have consistently found that coerced expressions engender more regressions back from the complement and longer total reading times on the verb phrase and spillover regions than control expressions.
Several alternative explanations for this effect have been explored and rejected.
For example, the coercion cost cannot be explained with an assumption that eventive verbs are more semantically complex than the verbs used in control conditions such as Complement Coercion 5 (4) (cf. Gennari & Poeppel, 2003) . Traxler et al. (2002) found that the cost is uniquely linked to the pairing of an eventive verb and a non-event-denoting complement (e.g., started the puzzle), and that no comparable effect is found when the eventive verb is paired with an event-denoting complement (e.g., started the fight). Additionally, the cost cannot be attributed to differences in cloze probability, overall acceptability or plausibility, or to fine-grain co-occurrence differences between the verb and its complement. For example, robust coercion effects are found when the experimental and control constructions were closely matched in terms of rated acceptability (e.g., Traxler et al., 2005) , rated plausibility (e.g., McElree et al., 2006) , and cloze probability (e.g., Traxler et al., 2002) . Pylkkänen and McElree (2006) showed that cooccurrence frequencies of particular verb-complement constructions (based on Latent Semantic Analysis; Landauer, Foltz, & Laham, 1998) do not account for the coercion cost; in fact, they found that coerced constructions that had a higher frequency of cooccurrence than control constructions still engendered a robust coercion effect (see also Frisson, Rayner, & Pickering, 2005 , for evidence against co-occurrence probability effects).
Why is complement coercion costly?
Comprehenders must often go beyond conventional word senses to obtain the appropriate interpretation of an expression. For example, Nunberg (2004) argues that standard metonymies such as read Dickens, where Dickens is naturally taken to refer to the writings of Dickens rather than to the person, involve a type of deferred interpretation, in that the expression is "used to refer to something that isn't explicitly included in the conventional denotation of that expression" (p. 344). Interestingly, Complement Coercion 6 however, a wide range of these types of metonymic expressions, including PERSON-FOR-PRODUCT (e.g., read Dickens), PLACE-FOR- EVENT (e.g., protested during Vietnam) , and PLACE-FOR-INSTITUTION (e.g., talked to the school) metonyms are not more costly to interpret than control expressions involving the conventional denotations of the nouns (Frisson & Pickering, 1999; in press ). These results suggest that constructing an alternative sense per se is not costly. McElree et al. (2006a) explicitly contrasted expressions with metonymic and coerced interpretations, comparing both to expressions involving conventional interpretations. Eye movement measures during reading indicated that metonymies such as The gentleman read Dickens were not more costly to interpret than conventional expressions such as The gentleman met Dickens, but expressions that required coercing Dickens into an event,
The gentleman started Dickens, were more taxing to interpret than both.
McElree and colleagues have argued that expressions involving complement coercion are more costly to interpret because they require comprehenders to do more than simply shift the denotation of the complement. Instead, they require comprehenders to construct an event sense of the complement, one that is not lexically stored or available in the immediate discourse (McElree et al., 2001 (McElree et al., , 2006a (McElree et al., , 2006b Pylkkänen & McElree, 2006; Traxler et al., 2002 Traxler et al., , 2005 .
Formal approaches to complement coercion, such as Pustejovsky (1995) , treat it as an operation that converts an expression, α, into the semantic type expected by the function, β, which governs α. In began the book, the verb begin selects for an eventual function, β, and a coercion operation is applied to convert the complement the book, α, from its default semantic type ENTITY to the type EVENT. Pustejovsky Complement Coercion 7 (1995) argues that this is accomplished by first selecting an activity compatible with the agent and commonly associated with the complement noun, assumed to be stored in what he refers to as a noun's Qualia structure, and then incorporating this activity into the interpretation of the expression by building an event structure, such as [βbegan[αreading the book]]. We do not fully subscribe to the lexical representations assumed in Pustejovsky's framework, because, minimally, we assume that coerced senses are computed from a broader range of properties than the Qualia structure of the complement noun proposed by Pustejovsky (see also Jackendoff, 2002) . 1 Nonetheless, we attribute the increased processing costs in coercion to operations analogous to those that Pustejovsky proposes are used to build a representation for the event sense of the complement.
Specifically, as described in Traxler et al. (2005) , we propose that comprehenders interpret expressions like began the book with the following sequence of operations: 1) When processing the noun, comprehenders attempt to integrate various stored senses of the word into the developing semantic representation of the sentence, but the semantic mismatch between the requirements of the verb and the stored senses of the noun blocks the application of any simple composition operation (see Pylkkänen & 1 Comprehenders are readily able to use properties that do not appear to be exclusively derived from the complement noun, but which instead are associated with the agent of the sentence or other discourse elements. For example, authors typically write but goats do not; hence, interpreting the goat began the book will rely more on what goats can do to books than the typical properties of books. We argue that available evidence indicates that it is this final step that engenders the observed cost. There are several reasons to doubt that the locus of the effect resides in Step 1, viz., the observed cost simply reflects the detection of semantic anomaly (see Traxler et al., 2005) . The most compelling empirical evidence comes from a recent magnetoencephalographic (MEG) study of complement coercion (Pylkkänen et al., in press ). Complement coercion does not modulate the same brain activity found in a clear case of mismatching semantic relations between a verb and its complement. Relative to control expressions such as The author wrote the book, anomalous expressions such as The author amused the book increase the activity in a left temporal source at 300-400 ms (M350), which is the MEG analogue of an eventrelated potential (ERP) N400 component. However, coerced expressions such as the author began the book generate the same activity levels in this source as control expressions. Instead, coerced expressions modulate a frontal source (an anterior midline field) in a later 350-500 ms time-window, generating more activity in this source than either the anomalous or control sentences. The distinct neural sources suggest that the coercion cost reflects something other than the detection of an anomaly.
A more plausible alternative to our hypothesis that the effect resides in Step 3 is that the locus actually resides in operations performed at Step 2. One possibility is Complement Coercion 9 that the cost reflects the time needed to retrieve or infer the activity implicit in the event interpretation of the coerced complement. For example, in interpreting the man began the book, the cost could reflect the time required to infer that the man likely initiated the activity of reading the book. Traxler et al. (2005) tested this hypothesis by placing the required activity in the preceding context, reasoning that this would eliminate the cost if the difficulty involved inferring an appropriate activity. They found that a context sentence such as The contractor had been building in the suburbs did not eliminate the cost associated with the coerced expression That spring, he began a condominium… This finding speaks against attributing the cost to the time needed to retrieve or infer the activity implicit in the event sense. However, it is consistent with an account that attributes the cost to the operations outlined in Step 3,  as building an event sense into the semantic interpretation of the verb phrase would be required whether or not context included the activity that was implicit in the eventive interpretation of the complement. Traxler et al. (2005) found that the cost was virtually eliminated if the context sentence contained the same coercion (e.g., The student started a book… Before he started the book/it…) or explicitly stated the underlying event structure (e.g., The student read a book… Before he started the book/it…). Hence, the cost of building an event sense for the target expression can be circumvented if a relevant event sense is in the immediate discourse.
Complement Coercion 10 That the coercion cost is not eliminated by placing the required activity in the preceding context also provides some evidence against attributing the cost to selecting an activity from a set of plausible actions. The interpretation of expressions involving complement coercion are inherently underdetermined: For example, a sentence such as The man began the book, can be interpreted in several ways, including, among others, that the man might have started to read the book, to write the book, to translate the book, or even to pack the book (if he was moving). In this sense, these underspecified expressions may be viewed as being ambiguous; not in the more restricted sense of being ambiguous between two or more fixed alternatives, but in the common sense that they can be understood in more than one way. In principle, the processing cost could reflect the time required for comprehenders to select an activity from several possible alternatives, or it could reflect competition among alternative interpretations.
Given that constraining contexts often eliminate effects due to ambiguity (c.f. Altmann & Steedman, 1988; Binder & Morris, 1995; Hess, Foss, & Carroll, 1995; Pickering & Traxler, 1998) , it is reasonable to expect that having a plausible activity in the immediate context would have reduced the inherent ambiguity of the verb phrase such as began the table and eliminated the coercion cost. Hence, Traxler et al's finding is not fully compatible with accounts that would attribute the cost to the time required to instantiate one of several possible interpretations. However, the evidence against this alternative is not as strong as one would like, as it is somewhat indirect and relies on null findings. It is always possible that another type of context might cue Complement Coercion 11 the activity better and thereby eliminate the cost. 3 In addition, Traxler et al. only tested complement coercions with one dominant interpretation and did not control for the number of alternative interpretations, which could have affected the coercion cost (as well). In the reported experiment, we took a different approach to testing this alternative hypothesis. Rather than attempting to reduce the inherent ambiguity of the coerced expression by various contextual manipulations, we investigated whether the coercion effect itself is modulated by the degree to which the coerced expression is inherently ambiguous.
Is the coercion cost modulated by ambiguity?
If the coercion cost is due to inherent ambiguity, then the magnitude of the effect should vary with the degree to which an expression is likely to engender different interpretations. For example, consider the sentences in (5) and (6).
5.
The student finished the essay.
The director started the script.
Intuition suggests that (5) is very likely to be interpreted as the student finished writing the essay, whereas (6) could be interpreted in several ways. A director often shoots or films a script, but she can also write, read, edit, review, or even rehearse a 3 In a second experiment, Traxler et al. (2005) found that a slightly modified item set did in fact attenuate, although not eliminate, the coercion cost. These items used nouns in the complement that were given more frequently in a norming task, e.g.,
having he began the house rather than he began the condominium. (5) indicate that the activity "writing"
is the dominant response to finished the essay, being given 92% of the time. The remaining 8% of the responses were either "typing" or "revising." The dominant response to (6) was "writing," but this response was given only 35% of the time. The remaining completions were composed of 8 responses: "reading" (26%), "directing" (17%), "filming" (4%), "drafting" (4%), "using" (4%), "analyzing" (4%), and "reviewing" (4%).
If the coercion cost is due to the inherent ambiguity of coerced expressionseither because the difficulty of the selection process scales with the number of alternatives or because there is more competition engendered when there are more options and no single clearly dominant interpretation-then we would expect that the magnitude of the effect would be greater in cases such as (6) than in (5) . One could argue that this type of predictions receives some support from analogous effects found in research on lexical and syntactic ambiguities, even though there are salient differences between these types of ambiguity and the underspecification found in complement coercion. Inflated fixation times are found for ambiguous words when the difference in frequency of the two meanings is small (e.g., Rayner & Duffy, 1986 ), but not when one meaning is substantially more frequent (e.g., Duffy, Morris, & Rayner, 1988; Frazier & Rayner, 1990; Rayner, Binder, & Duffy, 1999 Martin & Cheng, 2006 , who showed that association strength rather than competition could explain these results).
In contrast, our hypothesis that the coercion cost reflects the building of an extended event sense of the complement predicts that the cost should not vary with the number of alternative interpretations or with whether or not there is a dominant interpretation of the expression. In general, we assume that the knowledge of the activity implicitly associated with most complements is constructed in an automatic and cost-free manner, and the cost is incurred by building an event sense, which is assumed to be a common requirement for interpreting (5) and (6) .
To test these two hypotheses, we contrasted expressions such as (5) and (6) . Prior investigations (e.g., Traxler et al., 2002) of complement coercion have tended to use expressions that have a clearly dominant interpretation, such as (5) . As these types of expressions tend to engender a coercion cost relative to control structures, we expected to find a measurable cost here for expressions such as (5) . At issue was whether this effect would be less pronounced than the effect observed for expressions such as (6) , where one interpretation is less dominant and more interpretations are plausible.
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Method

Participants
Forty native American English speaking students from New York University participated in the experiment. They were paid $10 for one 45-minute session. None of them participated in the pretests (see below).
Materials
We constructed 32 sentence quartets following what is illustrated in (7a-d; see
Appendix for the full list of items). Two versions (7a and 7c), used eventive verbs (began, started) that logically require a complement expressing an event. As their complement (novel, coffee) does not refer to an event, the type mismatch is solved by coercing the complement into the required semantic type so that the expression can be interpreted as an unstated event involving this object (began reading the novel, started serving the coffee). In the other two conditions, the two control conditions (7b and 7d), the verb can readily be paired with an object and no coercion is required as a straightforward compositional interpretation can be achieved. The 32-item quartets were divided over 2 lists so that each participant saw one coerced and one control condition of each quartet, without repetition of the complement (e.g., 7a and 7d, or 7b and 7c). Each list was also presented in its reverse order, and item presentation followed a fixed random order. The resulting 4 lists were randomly assigned to participants, with 10 participants for each list. This way, we obtained 64 data points for each participant. The critical items were intermixed with 174 filler items from different experiments. Due to the relatively small number of coercing verbs, some verbs were repeated. We tried to keep them apart as much as possible (on average, there were 58 intervening sentences, not including questions, between the repetition of the same verb), though even if there was some small repetition effect, this should decrease reading times for the coerced conditions, making it harder to find a coercion effect.
7a. The teenager began the novel as soon as he got to his room upstairs. (Strongly Preferred
-
Pretests
We carried out two pretests, one to establish the preferred interpretation of a coerced construction, as well as the number of different interpretations of that construction, and the other one to examine the plausibility of the constructions.
Pretest 1: Preference. We generated 120 subject-verb-complement sentences and distributed them over 2 lists. The two lists were presented to 23 and 24 participants, and they were asked to "fill-in-the-blank" with a word or two that best expressed how they would interpret each sentence. For example, when presented with The teenager began ___________ the novel, most participants would fill in reading or to read. For each sentence, we calculated three values: the frequency that a specific verb was used, irrespective of its grammatical form (i.e., "reading" and "to read" were combined); the number of different verbs that were generated; and the number of different Complement Coercion 17 interpretations that were given to the constructs (e.g., drinking and sipping were combined). For the 32 Strongly Preferred -Coerced constructions that we selected for the eye-tracking experiment, the dominant interpretation was used on average 90.4%
of the time (range: 83-100%), 3.2 different verbs were generated on average (range: Preferred -Coerced, and 6.6 (SD: 0.5) for Weakly Preferred -Control. While the coerced conditions were judged lower than their control conditions (ps < .001), a common finding probably related to participants having to make more effort to arrive at an interpretation, the two coerced conditions did not differ (t < 1). Crucially, the difference scores between the Strongly Preferred condition and its control on the one hand (.3 on average), and between the Weakly Preferred and its control on the other hand (.3 on average), did not differ: t < 1. Hence, if we find a difference between the coerced conditions, compared to their respective controls, then it will be unlikely that this difference is related to a discrepancy in plausibility.
Procedure
Participants were run individually on a SensoriMotor Instruments EyeLink I head-mounted eye-tracker using software developed at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. Eye cameras were positioned under each eye, recording eye movements and fixations every 4 ms. Screen resolution was set at 1600 x 1200 pixels.
Sentences were presented in fixed font, with each letter being 18 pixels wide and 33 pixels high. A maximum of 80 characters were presented on each line of text.
Participants were seated 71 cm from the display monitor; with this setup, 1° of visual angle corresponded to 2.7 characters. Viewing was binocular, but only the data from the eye that was calibrated best was used in the analyses. A chin rest was used to reduce head movements.
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After signing a consent form, participants were presented with a general explanation of the eye-tracking procedure. Participants were encouraged to read at a normal pace for understanding. A calibration procedure was carried out at the beginning of the experiment, and recalibration was performed whenever the experimenter felt necessary. Before a new trial was presented, participants first looked at a fixation box in the middle of the screen, and a drift correction was performed.
They were then presented with a fixation box coinciding with the position of the first letter of the upcoming sentence. This box served as a trigger, with the sentence only being displayed if the fixation was judged close enough to the centre of the box.
Participants read sentences at their own pace, and pressed a button on a hand-held button box to make the sentence disappear. Comprehension questions were asked after 50% of all trials (critical as well as filler trials), counterbalanced across conditions, with an equal number of yes and no responses. Participants answered the questions by pressing one of two buttons on the button box. An example of a "yes" question is "Did the newborn enjoy the milk?" and an example of a "no" question is "Did the gentleman eat a pizza?" Accuracy was high at 94.1%.
Analyses & Predictions
We report analyses on 2 regions, the complement (e.g., the novel, the coffee) and the spillover region (e.g., as soon). The following standard measures are discussed:
first-pass duration (i.e., the summed fixations in a region before the eyes leave the region either to the left or to the right), second-pass duration (i.e., the summed fixations on a region after the eyes have fixated a region to the right of the critical region; this is usually taken as a measure of rereading), and total reading time (i.e., the sum of all fixations in a region). Fixations less than 80 ms and over 1200 ms were Complement Coercion 20 excluded from the analyses. Maximum cut-off values were 1600 ms for first-pass and second-pass reading times, and 3000 ms for total reading time (resulting in less than 1% removals). Analyses with different cut-offs did not change the pattern of results.
On the basis of previous results (e.g., McElree et al., 2001; Traxler et al., 2002) , we expected to find a main effect of Coercion, with the coerced conditions taking longer to process than the control conditions. We note that a main effect of Preference is non-informative as it would merely indicate that, for whatever reason, the relations expressed by the subject-verb-complement in one subset were processed differently from the expressions in the other subset (e.g., that it is harder to understand The waitress started/served the coffee than to understand The teenager began/read the novel). Crucially, the hypothesis that frequency of interpretation and/or number of different interpretations is responsible for the cost of complement coercion predicts that an interaction should be observed. Specifically, we expect that the difference between the Weakly Preferred -Coerced condition and its control will be greater than the difference between the Strongly Preferred -Coerced condition and its control.
Results and Discussion
Prior to all analyses, sentences with major tracking loss (e.g., as a result of major head movements or blinks), and sentences for which the subject and verb were skipped, were excluded (2.2% of the data). For each measure and each region, we subjected the data to separate 2 (Coercion: coerced vs. control) x 2 (Preference: participants (F 1 ) and items (F 2 ) as random effects. All analyses are within-participants and -items. Table 1 shows the averages, using participants' means. The results clearly indicate that complement coercion is costly. The results are consistent with other eye-tracking studies on coercion, with one minor exception.
Complement Coercion 23
Here, the coercion effect was apparent on what is often considered an "early" processing measure of the complement, first-pass time. Although trends have often been observed in earlier measures (e.g., McElree et al., 2006a; Traxler et al., 2002 Traxler et al., , 2005 , reliable effects typically emerge in "later" processing measures (e.g., regression-path, second-pass, total time) on either the complement region or the spillover region. This is the first time that a coercion cost has been observed so early during the eye movement record. The reason why a coercion effect was observed immediately in the present experiment is not entirely clear, though it might be related to the substantially larger number of data points per participant that we collected (e.g., Traxler et al., 2002 , Experiment 1, tested 36 participants and obtained 12 data points per participant for coerced constructions while the present experiment tested 40 participants and collected 36 data points per participant for coerced expressions).
The main effect of Preference, as argued before, is not very informative as it might merely indicate that it is easier to, for example, form a mental model of a teenager reading a novel than a waitress serving coffee. In any case, the relations expressed in these subsets are so different that direct comparisons between them are not warranted. More interestingly, there was no evidence that frequency of interpretation and/or number of different interpretations modulated the coercion cost, as in all measures the differences between the Strongly Preferred -Coerced condition and its control were comparable to the difference between the Weakly PreferredCoerced condition and its control. As indicated by the very low F-values for the interaction term, there was not even a trend in that direction.
We also calculated confidence intervals (following Masson & Loftus, 2003) in order to estimate how likely it is that we missed finding an interaction. If we were to Complement Coercion 24 assume a reduction to zero in the Strongly Preferred pairs, i.e., assume that there is no coercion effect for these pairs while leaving the coercion effect of the Weakly Preferred pairs as is, then the interaction magnitude for the first-pass reading times on the complement is 16 ms (i.e., the difference between the differences of the two diagonals: 16 ms -0 ms = 16 ms). When comparing these with the effect size of the coercion effect for the Weakly-Preferred pairs (16 ms), we can rule out, with between 90% and 95% confidence, that an interaction effect was hidden: CI 90% = ±14.7, CI 95% = ±17.7. For the Total reading times, the coercion effect size was 51ms. Since the confidence interval for the suggested interaction at CI 99% = ±47.0, we can conclude, with more than 99% confidence, that there is no significant (hidden) interaction effect in the Total time data either.
We performed a series of regression analyses, as a further means to testing the ambiguity hypothesis. One might object to conclusions based on ANOVAs because they depend on artificial cut-off points to dichotomize particular expressions as strongly or weakly biased (whether there is a dominant interpretation) or as balanced or unbalanced (whether there is more than one probable interpretation). Possibly, we might have missed small effects of either factor by dividing the items into two sets.
To address this issue, for each item in the experiment and for each eye-tracking measure, we correlated the observed differences between the coerced and the control conditions with two relevant measures derived from the completion pretest, the item's dominance score (the percentage of time the most dominant response was given) and the number of different responses that were given to an item. If the degree of preference for the dominant interpretation or the number of interpretations of a coerced expression affected reading times, we would expect to find that when the Complement Coercion 25 frequency of the dominant interpretation increases, the difference with its control decreases, and that the higher the number of alternative interpretations, the higher the differences in reading times. Crucially, however, Pearson correlations for all measures on both the complement and the spillover region indicated that this interdependence did not exist: all rs < .12, all ps > .34. Hence, the coercion cost does not correlate with the frequency of the dominant interpretation or the number of different interpretations of a coerced expression.
General Discussion
Consonant with other reading time studies (e.g., McElree et al., 2006a; McElree et al., 2001; Pickering et al., in press; Pickering et al., 2005; Traxler et al., 2002 Traxler et al., , 2005 , we found that expressions requiring complement coercion are more costly to process than control expressions, in which the verb can combine with the complement through basic compositional operations (viz., function application, see Pylkkänen & McElree, 2006) . Crucially, however, we found that the magnitude of the coercion cost does not depend on the number of different semantically related interpretations), which also do not show frequency effects in online processing (Frisson & Pickering, 1999) .
Our results challenge accounts of coercion that would attribute the cost to the need to select an appropriate interpretation from a set of plausible ones that have been generated or to competition between different possible (generated) interpretations.
Rather, our results suggests that generating a plausible interpretation, or a set of plausible interpretations, and choosing one does not seem to be costly, as long as some (any) interpretation can be attained that is compatible with the subject of the sentence and other available constraints.
In retrieving or inferring a plausible activity for the complement noun. But, they are also inconsistent with accounts that would attribute the cost to selecting an activity or competition between alternative activities, as prior processing of the activity implicit in the dominant interpretation of the coerced expression should have increased its salience in the selection process or in the competition with other activities, and thereby eliminated the observed coercion cost.
However, our findings are at odds with the results of Martin and Cheng (2006) , who found an effect of the strength of the most frequent association in a verb generation task. It is not entirely clear why the two tasks show differential sensitivity to this type of frequency information. However, we note two salient differences possible, Pylkkänen and McElree (2006) show that this account makes incorrect predictions about the distributional properties of coercion. Hence, current evidence indicates that coercion is a strictly semantic operation.
Complement Coercion 28 between the tasks. First, the verb generation task requires overt production of a verb that is associated with a noun. Frequency information may impact on processes that are specifically involved in overtly selecting and producing a verb form. Second, contextual information is minimal in the verb generation task, and it is possible that without the additional information provided by the sentential context, subjects rely to a greater extent on frequency in formulating their response. Clearly, however, additional research is needed to fully understand the differences between the two tasks.
In attributing the coercion cost to compositional operations, we do not suggest that comprehenders do not have to infer an activity or even to select one from several generated possibilities. To construct a specific interpretation, comprehenders clearly must come up with an appropriate activity for the event sense of the complement, one that is compatible with both the object noun, the agent of the sentence, and with other possible discourse constraints. Our argument is simply that one cannot reduce the cost of coercion to the more general effects of ambiguity or competition between different interpretations, as has been found in lexical and syntactic processing. Put another way, we do not assume that ambiguity has no consequences for the processing of expressions with complement coercion. We believe that it would be possible to construct coercions that would be more effortful to process than the materials contrasted in our experiments, if the intended activities were too vague given available constraints. For example, a sentence such as the artist started the rock might be very costly to process without a constraining context (c.f., For his upcoming show, the artist decided to paint natural objects. Before he started the rock….).
Although these types of constructions might engender costs due to the difficulty of Complement Coercion 29 selecting a possible activity, or even from competition among possible activities, we assume that those costs would simply add to the basic (and perhaps mandatory) costs associated with constructing an eventive representation of the complement.
Practically speaking, we suspect that the materials explored here and in other coercion studies, where there appears to be no measurable costs associated with generating and selecting an activity for the event sense of the complement, are quite representative of the expressions that comprehenders are likely to encounter in natural language settings. Corpus analyses of complement coercion (Briscoe, Copestake, & Boguraev, 1990; Lapata & Lascarides, 2003; indicate that when the activities performed on the complement noun are atypical-e.g., translating rather than reading or writing a book-language users rarely elide the activity, but instead produce an expression with an overt event structure, e.g., the man began translating the book. In contrast, when the intended activity is commonly associated with the complement noun, eliding the intended activity with an expression such as began the book is greater than 9 to 1 more likely than overtly expressing the full structure such as …began reading the book. Hence, cases where comprehenders may need to engage in taxing inferential processes to derive the intended activity for the event sense of the complement may be quite rare. These corpus findings converge nicely with studies
showing that the robust effects of complement coercion found with different materials and methods are not likely to reflect costs associated with deriving an activity for the event sense, but rather reflect taxing compositional operations that are needed to build an event sense for what is typically a non-event-denoting complement. 
